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REMARKS 

Claims 1-5 and 12-15 are pending in this application. Claims 12-14 stand withdrawn. 
By this Amendment, claims 4 is amended to correct an informality. No new matter is added. 

The Office Action objects to claim 4 for an informality. Claim 4 has been amended to 
correct this informality. As such, withdrawal of the objection is respectfully requested. 

Entry of the amendments is proper under 37 CFR §1.116 because the amendments: 
do not raise any new issue requiring further search and/or consideration and place the 
application in better form for appeal, should an appeal be necessary. Specifically, the 
Amendments insert two words inadvertently not entered in the previous amendment. Claim 4 
already recited that "a fourth pad electrode that has a fourth part positioned at a highest level 
within the fourth pad electrode from the bottom of the transfer region." The amendment 
simply inserts the two corresponding missing words from the description of the third pad 
electrode. No additional search is required because a search for the identical fourth pad 
electrode feature has already been undertaken. Entry of the amendment is thus respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 1-3 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) over U.S. Patent No. 
6,977,441 to Hashimoto. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites that the transfer chip has a plurality of transfer chip pad electrodes, 
and specifically at least a first pad electrode and a second pad electrode. The Office Action 
asserts that semiconductor chip 40, 42 of Hashimoto is analogous to the recited transfer chip. 
The Office Action further asserts that electrodes 43 of Hashimoto correspond to the recited 
pad electrodes. 

Claim 1 further recites "adjusting the height of at least one of the first pad electrode 
and the second pad electrode by adding height adjusting films " (emphasis added). The Office 
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Action asserts that Fig. 4 of Hashimoto discloses this feature. Specifically, the Office Action 
states that "everything below 40 are height adjusting films." But this assertion lacks merit 
because Hashimoto fails to disclose a height adjusting film that adjusts the height of a pad 
electrode from the bottom of the transfer chip . 

Claim 1 recites "a plurality of transfer chip pad electrodes each having a first 
substantially common height from the bottom of the transfer chip." Thus, claim 1 recites that 
height is defined from the bottom of the transfer chip . The Office Action asserts that element 
40 of Hashimoto corresponds to the recited transfer chip. The Office Action also identifies 
electrodes 43 as corresponding to the recited pad electrodes. But the alleged height adjusting 
elements below element 40 (i.e. elements 12, 10, 50, etc) only affect the height of the transfer 
chip from the substrate 52. These height adjusting elements do not adjust the height of the 
transfer pads from the bottom of the transfer chip. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1, and claims 2, 3 and 15 depending 
therefrom, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 4 and 5 are rejected over Hashimoto in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,612,024 to 
Sasaki et al. ("Sasaki"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 4 recites third and fourth pad electrodes. Claim 4 further recites that the 
highest parts of the third and fourth pad electrodes (the recited third and fourth parts, 
respectively) have different heights. The Office Action acknowledges that Hashimoto does 
not disclose this feature, yet asserts Sasaki does. 

Specifically, the Office Action asserts that "Sasaki discloses that the third part (122) 
and the fourth part (122) have different heights from the bottom of the transfer region (120)." 
This assertion lacks merit on its face. The Office Action identifies the same part (element 
122) as being both the third and fourth part. Yet the Office Action asserts that these parts can 
have different heights. Furthermore, Sasaki makes no disclosure that any one element 122 
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ever has different height than another element 122. Thus, the rejection of claim 4 (and claim 
5 depending from it) lacks merit. 

Additionally, claims 4 and 5 depend from claim 1 . As discussed above, the rejection 
of claim 1 lacks merit. Thus, claims 4 and 5 are also in condition for allowance based on 
their dependence on claim 1 . For all of these reasons, the rejection of claims 4 and 5 is 
respectfully requested. 

Applicants also respectfully request that claims 12-14 be rejoined. Claims 12-14 
depend from claim 1 . Because claim 1 is in condition for allowance, as discussed above, 
rejoinder of these dependent claims is respectfully requested. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that this application is in 
condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and prompt allowance of the claims are 
earnestly solicited. 
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Should the Examiner believe that anything further would be desirable in order to place 
this application in even better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number set forth below. 

Respectfully submitted, 



James A. Oliff 
Registration No. 27,075 




Moshe K. Wilensky 
Registration No. 56,263 



JAO:MKW/jfb 



Date: November 4, 2009 



Oliff & Berridge, plc 

P.O. Box 320850 

Alexandria, Virginia 22320-4850 

Telephone: (703) 836-6400 



DEPOSIT ACCOUNT USE 
AUTHORIZATION 



Please grant any extension 

necessary for entry; 
Charge any fee due to our 
Deposit Account No, 15-0461 
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